The paper proposes the value of theatricality as an addition conceptual tool to aid analysis and understanding of the entrepreneurial process. It explores the application of dramatism and dramaturgy and argues that the application is a useful addition to our repertoire. In particular, the idea of spanning the boundaries of space and time, of truth and fiction, the liminality, of entrepreneurship lends itself to such theatrical analysis. This allows a fuller appreciation of the entrepreneurial act in the duality of concepts of the world as stage and the world as staged.
poetics and over 400 years since Shakespeare and Cervantes, yet their dramatic metaphors have endured. Evidence indeed of the durability, recurrence and utility of theatricality.
The theoretical "props" of theatricality Berger and Luckman (1966:36) explain how the reality of everyday life is organised around the "here" and "now", but this reality is not exhausted by these immediate presences. Reality also embraces phenomena that are not present here and now. Yet nonetheless, we live in a common world with an ongoing correspondence between their meanings and my meanings.
Berger and Luckman talk about "commutations" between these different forms of realities.
They note how play and theatre provide excellent illustrations of this commutation. "As the curtain rises, the spectator is transported to another world " (1966:39) . Yet, as the curtain falls the spectator realises how tenuous and ephemeral the reality of the staged performance.
(Interestingly, Goffman refers to these shifts in realities as "brackets", to distinguish each episode of focused interactions. How like an act, and scene change in theatrical practices these are!) Foss (2002) shows how theatre can connect and show the interplay between the individual, historical conditions and local context. Similarly, Westrup (1996:25) demonstrates how metaphors of drama, "assist in showing the social processes that are acted out". The theatre is a literal frame for action. The proscenium arch is a framing and a threshold, a portal between "worlds". Mangham and Overington (1987) describe the active role of audience in theatre. They explain how literary script is written for actors who in turn transpose into a system of theatre signs.
The role of audience is to apperceive and restructure these signs and to make it part of their fund of aesthetic knowledge. Theatre produces signs to create a meaning which has to be perceived and interpreted by the audience (Schreyögg and Höpfl, 2004) . Accordingly, theatre as enactment provides a mechanism for the audience to build their own informed social construction. Thus theatre casts its audience into an interpretative posture. What seems significant about this re-creation of realities is the unique ability of theatre to be both here and there. To bind together the then and the now; yesterday, today and tomorrow can become imminent, present or absent. But the bridging of time and space are not the only dimensions which can be set aside, put together or suspended in the metaphor of theatre. Truth and falsehood; fact and fiction, even the absurd and the rational can merge convincingly in For entrepreneurship, liminality emphasises the process of becoming something different. In part, bound up with the past, but also presenting a possible future. Schumpeter (1934:85) talks of entrepreneurs having "the capacity of seeing things in a way which afterwards proves to be true, even if it cannot be established at the moment". So one reason that entrepreneurship is so elusive to explain is that it too is a tranformative condition. When we talk of entrepreneurship we treat it as noun, an objective thing; when we talk of entrepreneurs, we treat them as in state of being-she is an entrepreneur. Neither of these is a true or accurate account.
Entrepreneurship is a process of creating, not a thing in itself. If pushed to reify it, it may be said to be a condition, a state of economic creativeness. For entrepreneurs, our habitual reification is doubly misleading. Being an entrepreneur is an ephemeral event, one can only entreprende temporarily, when actually creating or changing a business; anything after this crystallisation event is not entrepreneurship. Of course when we talk of entrepreneurship we usually mean the process of becoming, thinking, planning, conspiring, doing the things which may lead to entrepreneurship. In consequence it seems reasonable to claim that entrepreneurship, as we use the term, is the performance of the process of becoming. But shown, the extensive body of literature on metaphor has emphasised that the role of metaphor cannot be dismissed as sheer embellishment or as rhetorical alternative for what could otherwise be framed in literal, less ambivalent and more explicit terms. It is purposeful because metaphor provides fresh insights (Tsoukas, 1991) . Seen in this way, metaphoric reasoning is creative. It is not simply about comparisons of similarities between things, as in "entrepreneurs are performers"; metaphor can create new meaning about things by "seeing as", (Cornelisssen, 2004) , so that we can appreciate the characteristics of performance within the entrepreneurial act. Metaphors can thus provide a repertoire of concepts (Nicolson and Anderson, 2004) . So where else but in the spectacle of theatre, save in entrepreneurship itself, might words, symbols and behaviours coincide so well with ways of thinking, ways of showing, ways of understanding?
Theatricality in the Context of Change
Commentators on theatricality recognise the significance of change as the forum for acting out the interplays of the social, the individual and context. Kostera and Kominski (2001) argue that in times of systemic change, when old values, symbols and institutions transcend into new ones, the ability to improvise and to learn is even more important. This is probably the best explanation for the durability of the application of the theatre metaphor, since change as a problematic has been so often used in theatre. Theatre was a natural element of the political life and public discourse in the Greek Polis; a forum for forming an opinion and for keeping the system open to changes. Drawing on Berger and Luckman's (1996) notion of an institution as a pattern of social action, Kostera and Kominski (2001) claim that such institutions are based on taken for granted assumptions that certain types of actions will be carried out by certain types of actors, a result of the interplay between the actor and the environment. De Tocqueville (1961:95) put this elegantly, "when the revolution that subverts the social and political state of an aristocratic people begins to penetrate into literature, it generally first manifests itself in the drama". Falco, (1999) discussing tragedy as a dramatic subset, shows how it captivates the imagination as a process that generates disorder, but that these "engines of disorder" are the fuel of social life. For entrepreneurship, note the similarity between the notion of engines of disorder and Schumpeter's "creative destruction".
Entrepreneurship is inevitably bound up in change.
Two conceptual approaches to theatricality
There are two distinct approaches to the theatricality metaphor, these mirror the two analytical qualities of metaphor, similarity and seeing as described above. The first conceptual formalisation was Burke's (1945) , which draws the world as if it were a stage.
Burke's approach, dramatism, is normally applied to illustrate the components of social interaction, and to demonstrate their interplay. Goffman's approach, the dramaturgical, is probably better known. It provides a conceptual tool to interrogate the conduct of social roles, the focus, in contrast to dramatism, is about the word as staged. Social actors, in reality, act out many roles, dramaturgical analysis allows us to see them as the roles they are. Although these analyses have different assumptions and different levels of analysis, both are linked to the idea of the world as socially constructed; both use active metaphor to explore this world.
Pocanowsky and O'Donnell-Trujillo (1982) note the two distinctive uses of the idea of performances. The first use is drawn from the French root parfournir, loosely meaning to accomplish. It fits Burke's dramatism, in the sense of bringing the sense of meaning into a structural form-"reality is brought to life" (Pocanowsky and O'Donnell-Trujillo, 1982:131) .
The second form of "play-acting" invites one to look at the organisation as staged, thus the dramaturgical shows how actors choose to act. Dramatism illustrates the world by showing it as a stage, whilst dramaturgy demonstrates the world as it is staged.
Dramatism
This approach was developed by Kenneth Burke, primarily in his "Grammar of Motives", first published in 1945 and developed later 1972. His notion of dramatism was proposed as a way of interpreting human action and social intercourse. Burns (1992:108) notes that this was not planned for an analysis of motives (a psychology of social action) but "offers a key to the way in which we normally and habitually interpret behaviour and impute motives". Importantly Burke's approach is not intended to provide objective analysis, but as Burns points out, rather as if we were members of a critically aware theatre audience. Burn's suggests that this offers a fresh eye, so that we can come to "know" rather than "knowing about", hence by providing a way of unfamiliarising the familiar, by making ourselves "exiles from the familiar" (1992:109), we can understand what other people are up to. Boje (2002) notes the similarity of these questions to Aristotle's poetics, but adds a further aspect. He notes that "Frames" act as contesting ideologies. Boje's view is not unlike that of Welsh (2002), discussed below, that theatrical analysis should seek to uncover some more sinister motive to social interaction. Boje (2002:6) proposes that instead of asking, "what's the story here", we should ask, "why and how did this particular story emerge to dominate the stage Dramaturgical Like Burke, Goffman (1959) was interested in the hermeneutic twist, of using theatrical analogy to develop better or deeper understanding. However, Goffman's classical analytic form was about the micro management of social interaction. So although Goffman was informed by Burke's schema, his unit for analysis was much more focused on individual interactions. Goffman's technique uses the theatricality analogy as a heuristic device to explore the ways people conduct themselves. Rather more than simply "putting on an act", a dramaturgical analysis employs devices such as front and back-stage, to distinguish between the space and time set aside for social interaction and for preparation. It also, through the use of the topos of theatricality (Burns, 1992) , emphasises the world as stage and our roles as social actors. Moreover, it becomes clear, as Shakespeare and Cervantes had noted so long ago, that each of us performs a range of roles. Like Burke's contribution, the power of Goffman's analytic form lies in making the familiar strange. Goffman's categorisations of roles, though simple, allow us to realise such things as audience complicity, how they may conspire with the actor to sustain his role and even emphasise the moral obligations of doing so. Sometimes criticised as providing only trivial, superficial analysis, (Gouldner, 1970; MacIntyre, 1981 Table 1 attempts to compare and contrast these two conceptual approaches and to demonstrate the distinctive analytical purchase of the conceptual tools.
Theatricality -contrasts and comparisons in the application and use of theatre metaphor 
